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DETAILED ACTION 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claim 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Righi (US 4,182,050). The claims are reasonably and broadly construed, in light of the 
accompanying specification, to be disclosed by Righi as comprising: 

a water tank G; 

a rotary drum T rotatably supported in said water tank; 

a door 18' provided to open/close an opening of said rotary drum; and 

an irradiating unit D fixed to said door for emitting a light beam including ultra- 
violet ray into said rotary drum, 

wherein said irradiating unit comprises 

a light source 13' emitting said light beam into said rotary drum, a reflector 
reflecting light emitted from said light source in a direction from the opening of said 
rotary drum towards a bottom wall of said rotary drum, and a light-transmitting member 
provided to be located between said light source and said rotary drum in a closed state 
of said door, protecting said light source from heat and water in said rotary drum, 

wherein said door is formed containing an ultra-violet ray absorber, allowing a 
view of the inside of said rotary drum from outside via said door in a closed state at 



Application/Control Number: 10/582,171 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3743 

column 4 lines 14-30. Righi discloses the claimed invention except for the step of 
clothes into and out of the drum door opening. It would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to permit clothes insertion and removal through a drum door since one 
skilled in the would be able to insert and remove clothes from the teachings of Righi 
regardless of including the step of wherein clothes can be put into or take from the 
drum. Furthermore, Righi discloses the claimed invention, as rejected above, except for 
the claimed 280 nm. It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to recite a 
specific wavelength, since the teachings of Righi would perform the invention, as 
claimed regardless of the claimed wavelength. 

Claims 26-28 and 30-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Candor (US 2,727,315) in view of Righi. The claims are reasonably 
and broadly construed, in light of the accompanying specification. Examiner construes 
the recited "means for" language as invoking the sixth paragraph of 35 USC 112 
because of its recitation, modified by functional language, and not modified by sufficient 
structure, material, or acts to achieve the recited function. The claims are disclosed by 
Candor as comprising: 

a water or washing tank 22; 

a rotary drum 28 rotatably supported in said water tank, 

irradiating means 52 for irradiating a light beam including ultra-violet ray into said 
rotary drum; and 
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control means 171 for controlling said irradiating means such that a light beam 
including ultra-violet ray is emitted in said rotary drum after the end of a drying process, 

wherein said control means controls said irradiating means such that an 
irradiating step of emitting the light beam including ultra-violet ray into said rotary drum 
is performed under a state. Candor also discloses the claimed said control means 
control said irradiating means such that only an irradiating step of emitting the light 
beam into said rotary drum can be performed at column 2 lines 30-41 , wherein said 
control means controls a door provided to open/close an opening of said rotary drum 
such that the door is locked when an irradiating step of emitting the light beam i into 
said rotary drum is performed at column 2 lines 54-65, door irradiation means 
configuration and said irradiating means is provided on said water tank such that the 
light beam being emitted to an outer circumferential surface of said rotary drum, and a 
plurality of through holes penetrating to the inside of said rotary drum are formed in said 
outer circumferential surface of said rotary drum as shown in figure 1 . Candor discloses 
the claimed invention, except for the feature where temperature in said rotary drum is 
maintained at least 30°C and at most 60°C after cooling down subsequent to the end of 
the drying process. It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to recite a 
specific temperature, since the teachings of Candor would perform the invention as 
claimed regardless of the claimed temperature. Furthermore, Candor discloses the 
claimed invention, as rejected above, except for the claimed 400 nm and halogen lamp 
and various means for specific temperatures. It would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to recite a specific wavelength and a type of lamp or various means for 
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specific temperatures, since the teachings of Candor would perform the invention, as 
claimed regardless of the claimed wavelength or lamp or various means for specific 
temperatures. Candor discloses the claimed invention, except for the ultraviolet ray. 
Righi, another wishing and drying machine, discloses that feature as discussed in the 
first obviousness rejection above. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Candor, with the ultraviolet rays of Righi, for the purpose of 
disinfecting laundry while irradiation through drying. Furthermore, Candor in view of 
Righi discloses the claimed invention, as rejected above, except for the claimed 
component containing an ultra-violet ray absorber, and being formed to shot off ultra- 
violet ray. Righi, another washing and drying machine, discloses that feature at column 
4 lines 14-30. It would have been an obvious to one skilled in the art to provide the 
teachings of Candor with a component containing an ultra-violet ray absorber, and 
being formed to shot off ultra-violet ray, as disclosed in Righi, for the purpose of 
allowing ultraviolet light to be absorbed in desirable contents of the machine for 
treatment and prevent over exposure damage. Furthermore, Candor discloses the 
claimed invention except for the claimed shutting off means. Righi, another washing 
and drying machine, discloses that feature at column 3 lines 47-50. It would have been 
an obvious to one skilled in the art to provide the teachings of Candor with a shutting off 
means, as disclosed in Righi, for the purpose of allowing ultraviolet light to be absorbed 
in desirable contents of the machine for treatment and prevent over exposure damage. 
Furthermore Candor in view of Righi discloses the claimed invention, as rejected above, 
except for the claimed halogen lamp. It would have been an obvious matter of design 



Application/Control Number: 10/582,171 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3743 

choice to recite a type of lamp, since the teachings of Candor would perform the 
invention, as claimed regardless of the claimed lamp. 

Claims 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Candor in view Righi in view of Toshihiro (JP 10-043481). Candor in view Righi 
discloses the claimed invention except for the claimed control means and associated 
door lock. Toshihiro, another washing and drying machine, discloses that feature on the 
face of that reference. It would have been an obvious to one skilled in the art to provide 
the teachings of Candor in view Righi with a control means and associated door lock, as 
disclosed in Toshihiro, for the purpose of allowing ultraviolet light to be absorbed in 
desirable contents of the machine for treatment and prevent over exposure damage. 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed February 5, 2009 have been fully considered but are 
not persuasive. 

Righi obviousness 

Applicants assert that because "clothes can be put into and take out from said 
rotary drum through said opening, in an opened state of the door," that claimed feature 
overcomes the rejection under Righi. To those skilled in the art, it is inherent to the 
teachings of the laundry apparatus of Righi having a door, that clothes would 
necessarily follow that they can be put into and taken from its rotary drum. 

Applicants further argue that the particular wavelength claimed overcomes the 
prior art teachings. However as rejected, the argued wavelength does not distinguish 
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the claimed invention from the prior art because the prior art performs the invention as 
claimed, regardless of the recited wavelength. 

Candor in view of Righi obviousness 

Applicants argue that the particular claimed temperature overcomes the prior art 
teachings. However as rejected, the argued temperature does not distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art because the prior art performs the invention as 
claimed, regardless of the recited temperature. Applicant's specification does not 
sufficiently recite the criticality of the claimed temperature, since it is such a wide range 
and it is well known to those skilled in the art that cooler temperature drying will cause 
less fiber damage than hotter temperatures. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the Candor and 
Righi references were not cited to teach all of the claimed features but rather Candor 
discloses the invention as claimed, except for the feature discussed in the rejection. 
Righi, in the same field of endeavor, teaches that it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art to make up that feature. 
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Candor in view Righi in view of Toshihiro obviousness 

Applicant correctly notes examiner's typographical error respect to Candor in 
view of Righi in view of Toshihiro. The error is corrected and applicant's assumption 
correctly argues the current rejection above such that the claimed invention was 
originally rejected under Candor in view of Righi in view of Toshihiro. 

Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (b) because they amount 
to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. 

Conclusion 

Other references cited with this action are not used to reject the claims but teach 
one more features of the claimed invention, that can be used to anticipate and/or 
obviate the claimed invention. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen Gravini whose telephone number is 571 272 
4875. The examiner can normally be reached on normal weekday business hours (east 
coast time). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kenneth B. Rinehart can be reached on 571 272 4881 . The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Stephen Gravini/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3743 



